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The Coping Analysis Schedule for Educational Settings 
(CASES), an observation instrument to identify students' primary 
coping or interaction styles, was evaluated with 44 educable mentally 
retarded (EMR) , learning disabled (LD) , or normal children (7 to 11 
years old). CASES is intended to be a quantitative tool foe 
collecting the data required under Federal guidelines as part of the 
student placement process. The study also investigated whether CiiSES 
could distinguish between learning disabled and other stuisnts. Ss 
were observed on two different days in similar settings by two 
different observers with results coded into the 19 CASES categories. 
Among results were the EMR Ss were less resistant and noncDnf ormLng 
than LD Ss and more other directed and task oriented than LD Ss or 
normal Ss. LD Ss did not differ significantly from normal Ss. CASES 
did appear to be approptiate and useful as a means of collecting 
observational data for diagnostic purposes. (DB) 
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INTRODUCTION 



Purpose 

The b_:i i 
exists for a '^st: 
ob s e r va t i ona 1 ^ : " 
learning dis^ „ 
classrooia ob -21. 
in the place:::. -^^ 
?iven as to 
-eported. 7r? - 
at tings (CLSEi 
ing specify n - 
coping and pr i 
^ c ::zmen t o : s 
~ iris study , : 

3 a quantitat . 
tional data an_ — 
was specif icall-- z 
CASES as an ins t _•: 
learning disable:: 



:mise f this st_dy ^as that ^^ed 
iHin^iic TTiei£.ns of colieczing : iagv.;, 9' Lc 
a ZD be 1 ---ed in plac^r.^rz c_:is: for 

'TjidentE. . Feder£l - ol j^es -jire 
r: be cr- Jucted ai^.:. t: e fi- :nr reported 

:::T'E:renc 1 ^ -et nc --.p^cirjic -ll^.:.. ze is 
^g^n of ui---' and -j'p^. of da.-^ : 9 
. .-: i^.ncily . Sche „::.;ie f c r E:: .at i : -.al 
-'-^'^ a£"":zilop L. for ii:a. pur os-: c :'enti- 
- f -_asEroom ' ^j^zvior it stvl - of 
.11.: quantit£.T:ive zjfzrrmation up/n .riich a 
-r. .m interventiDT^ _an can be developed. 

— ed to determ -^.e :he usefulness, jf CASES 
rt 1 *f or collecrii^g the required :::serva- 
ETorting to the placeir.ent committee. It 
n:- .nded to invest:igate the usefulness of 
r.^^.t capable cf dis tinguishing between 
^■rii dents and rthser students. 
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I 1 this study was 1:22^.1. in ob^^^rvation of 

handicapr d studerj.s, sz^:^±cai . ^ aduc^ble mentally retarded 
and lear.. ng dis£-:.^ic . a matc::a:<z. group of normally 

achievir^. tuden::-^. -vas hypotriasized th^:t distinct 

differ er_::^c:: in s-yl^'^^-s vouid be evident for t ach group and 
could hi used to c:L-3 1.'. iiguish betx^^e^c: groups 



Hypothec 

Th^:: :.r.' -£St:^.T3i:i:n x-.*3.3 dr:::dgTred to tei^ L:he followir.^ 
hypotheses: 

: Th__.u3 v. il bp to significant di ^nces between 

th.:^ ^r.'-ns : 2 coeffizdents ( Ls) for the 

: 71v.'s:3 will a:e no s igr-:i:dlzz:ant did^d::^^nces between 
zi.j.. CASES' ^tr^Lei: coe±i'j:cd.ent5 (riirids) for 
Grc- 1 (^.^is; n-d Group d (LD) . 



H^: Therrl' '^il'i be na sigr- -di cant dif f ^rer-:ia.3 between 
"he iZj±:S'-'^ ''■^-yles coef ~ 'i^ilents (totals ' for 
Gr~p . (ly^R) caiid Grc up 3 (Normal Ach_-evers) . 

H, : Th:er^ V^il be no sifnlficant differeni:es between 
the I^Ai^F^ 2tyl(£s coerf;cient5 (totals" of Group 2 
(L: ^nd '^•':i:v^ T (lUS 



METHODOLOGY 

Ins trumentati on 

The Coping Analysis Schedule for Educational 
Settings (CASES) is a tool' for systematic observation 
developed by Spaulding and Papageorgiou as a means of 
measuring normal socialization and personality development 
in a variety of settings. The theoretical underpining 
rests in ego theory, and the categories reflect a number 
of dimensions of personality development. The work of 
H. H. Anderson (1939, 1943) in the area of "integrative" 
and "dominative" social behavior influenced the development 
of CASES. The categories reflect not only active and passive 
styles of responding to the environment but also overt 
aggression, passive aggression, independence, autonomy, 
dependence, avoidance, and withdrawal. 

Based on preliminary investigations of over 2500 
case studies of overt behavior, categories have been identi- 
fied which represent basic coping behaviors. These behaviors 
reveal how an individual interacts with the external environ- 
ment. This interaction is considered integral to overall 
cultural adjustment and socialization. 

CASES consists of 13 basic categories of coping 
behaviors identified by descriptive statements. In six 
categories, subscripts have been added to allow coding of 



child behavior in terms of adult or cultural expecta-ions 
as determined by the setting.. A total of 19 categories 
permits the coding of observab__= behavior. CASES ca-egorie 
do not represent a continuum or scale. Although the- are 
arranged ordinally from active to passive behaviors, zhey 
are discrete categories not indicating progression or 
relative value. The categories corr.?.spond to the descrip- 
tive statements used to define overt behaviors. The specif, 
categories have been empirically refined through case strdi" 
conducted by investigators in a number of universities 
(Hofstra, Duke, and Illinois) over a period of seven years 
Eight coping patterns, called styles, were identified thrc ig 
factor analysis of the data. Category frequencies result 
in coefficients representing the eight styles of coping 
behavior and a global coefficient which reflects an indivi 
ual's overall coping competency in educational settings. 
The coping styles are based on characterizations of person."" 
development. 

Subjects were observed on two different days in si ^. 
settings by two different observers, and the two sets of - 
were combined for a single set of scores for each subject, 
learning disabled and the normal achieving students were err 
in the regular classroom while the mentally retarded studert 
were observed in the self-contained special education room. 



To ir, -- 
e -re - :.-an: 
c -t£ _ or i 
xrpinr jfr— 
cholc;:. , 2a-. 



-••■-^.^ the raw data obtained y - he observers, 
- the observed behaviors ir e . ^ of tr - 
grouped, using the CASES fa^-or-ans -ztic 
. This grouping^ reflects mc - ig 

acts used in c -ve loping rr.= C.-.Sr .nstru- 
—11=1 items cluster as follows: 



S- rli 



r^-£j:essive , manipulative 
items 1, 2, 3b, and 9b 



Non- conforming, resistant 
Items 4, 5b, 7b, and 8b 



i'-e : Withdrawn 

Items 12 and 13 



: zyle D Peer dependent 
Items 6b and 11 



-yle E Adult dependent 

Items 6a, 7a, and 9a 



:yle F: Social productive 
Items 3a and 8a 



;tyle G: Inner directed, task-orien^e^ 
Item 5a 



Style H: Other directed, task-oriented 
Item 10 
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Subjects 

A total of — i.-ty-foiir subject.:-, 30 males and "i- 
females, ber-jeen th ■ -.ces of 7 years, 7 months and 11 .:.rs, 
5 months are select,- The three rroups were selecte ay the 
Director := Special :.._cation of t:. Public Schools ar.r 
oth^r ac -listrativ- : f '-' cers from among school popul. _;ir)ns 
of ' . _l_r retarded. 1- arming disabled, and normal arrievers . 
St-_ . - bad alread} -e .-- classified as mentally retariad 
or .-rir-g disabled b: —e school system in compliance x^ith 

str . : .d federal guidelines. Normal achievers were identi- 
fi £ Inose achieving on grade level who had not been 
re ..rr for special s Ices. From the three pools of 
s- jent , subjects we- .elected for participation in this 
s. _y and matched for re and for sex. 
P'- secure 

Raters were t: ined in the use of CASES to .85 inter- 
rrrrer reliability, using synchronized, independent ratings 
t^len at 10 second intervals. A total of 100 samples taken 
at ten second intervals, were collected on each subject, with 
50 morning samples and 50 afternoon samples taken on different 
days by different observers. Observers were not informed as 
to the classification (LD, EMR, NA) of the subjects. One-way 
analysis of variance was used to analyze raw score totals for 
each CASES style for each group as required to test hypothesis 
one as eight separate hypotheses. Other hypotheses were tested 
using Student-Neuman-Keuls multiple range test of differences 
of means'. 
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RESULTS 



The analysis of the data for this rtudy was designed 
to examine the differences between the CAEZI' Styles 
coefficients (totals) of the following grcu: ^ of subjec^j-- 

Group 1: Educable mentally retarc^; students 
Group 2: Learning disabled studer^s 
Group 3: Normal achieving studem^s 

The results of each statistical analysis are presented and 
are interpreted for each of the five hyp : theses . 

Findings Related to Hypothesis One 

H^: There will be no significant differences 
between Styles coefficients for the three 
groups of subjects. 

The data were examined to test this as eight separate 

hypotheses, testing for differences on each of the eight 

separate styles and the results are presented for each style 

and hypothesis. The CASES Styles coefficients (totals) of 

the subjects in the three groups were significantly different 

with reppect to the following coping styles: 

Style B: Non-conf otming , resistant P <C . 05 

Style H: Other directed, task-oriented P<r.01 



The s\amm£.r:.- able for the. ANOVA is shown in Table 1. 
Hypothesi: was rejected for Styles B and H and accepted 

for Style. D, E, F, and G. 

Findings F_.^ired to Hypothesis Two 

H.-^: There will be no significant differences between 
the CASES Styles coefficients (totals) between 
Group 1 (EMR) and Group 2 (LD) . 

r-e results of the Student-Neuman-Keuls" multiple 
range. tes~ was conducted on each pair of CASES Style means 
indicated that there were no significant differences among 
groups on six of the eight styles (Table 2). Significant 
differen_es at the P < 05 level were found between Group 1 
(EMR) an- Group 2 (LD) on the following coping styles: 
Style B: Non- conforming , resistant 
Style H: Other directed, task-oriented 
Group 2 (LD) was found to be significantly more non- conforming 
and resistant and less other-directed and task-oriented than 
Group 1 (EMR). Hypothesis two, therefore, is rejected for 
Styles Land H and accepted with respect to Styles A, C, D, 
E, F, and G. 

F indings Related to Hypothesis Three 

H^: There will be no significant differences between 
the CASES Styles coefficients (totals) of 
Group 1 (EMR) and Group 3 (Normal Achievers) . 

An examination of the data in Table 2 reveals that 

there are no significant differences between Group 1 (EMR) 

and Group 3 (NA) on seven of the eight CASES coping styles. 

"Winer, B. J. Statistical Principles in Expe rimental 
Design. New York: McGraw Hili, Inc. , 1962, p. 80. 
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TABLE 1 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TOTALS DY STYLES 



Group 2 




bg wg M , wg l3g V 



Style V 



SD 



A 1.57 1.91 1.53 2.06 2.00 13 2.00 375.16 1.00 9.15 

B 6.71 6.63 19.20 15.20 11.37 13.39 11^5.71 6292.99 572.87 153.87 

C l.6i| 3.00 0.73 1.16 0.80 0.9^ 7.36 1^8.55 3.68 3.62 

D 16.93 7.8^1 18.33. 8.11 ll07 7.76 1^1.60 2563.19 70.80 62.52 

E 6.G0 5.92 5.87 6.92 9.60 11.35 133.21 2929.33 66.61 71.^15 

F 5.57 8.6I1 il.53 5.28 5.13 9.28 7.90 256189 3-95 62.56 

G 25.28 17.89 29.73 19.78 30.07 22.80 .20^08 l691i).69 102.0^1 i)12.55 

H 37.28 li|.l6 19.93 13.79 26.']0 1^1.70 22l6.^9 8291.39 1108.21 202.23 



2 ill 0.109 ns 

2 ^1 3.732 .05' 

2 11 1.016 ns 

2 11 1.133 ns 

2 I1 0.932 ns 

2 11 0.063 ns 

2 11 O.2I7 ns 

2 11 5.I8O .01 



TABLE 1 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TOTALS BY, STYLES 



Gr 



'O'lip 1 Group 2 Group 3 



Style I 



SD 



SD 



X 



SD 



g 



SS 



her 



wg F p 



A 1.57 1.91 1.53 2.06 2.00 13 2.00 375.16 1.00 9.15 2 ill 0.109 



ns 



B 6.71 6.63 19.20 15.20 11.3? 13.39 11^5.7^ 6292.99 572.87 153.87 2 ill 3.732 .05' 
C 1.6^ 3.00 0.73 1.16 0.80 0.9il 7.36 1^.55 3.68 ,3.62 2 ill I.OI6 ns 



D 16.93 7.8il 18.33. 8.11 lil.07 7.76 lill.60 2563.19 70.80 62.52 2 ill 1.133 

E 6.00 5.92 5.37 6.92 9.60 11.35 133.21 2929.33 66.61 71.^5 2 ^1 0.932 

F 5.57 6.6i| il.53 5.26 5.13 9.28 7.50 256^.89 3.95 62.56 2 ^1 O.063 

G 25.28 17.8s 29.73 19.78 30.07 22.80 ,20^.08 l691il.69 102.0i} ill2.55 2 ill 0.2^7 ns 

H 37.28 li|.l6 19.93 13.79 26.'I0 lil.70 2216.^9 8291.39 1108.2i| 202.23 2 ill 5.M0 .01 



ns 



ns 



The groups were found to be significantly different on the 
following style: 

Style H: Other-directed, task-oriented 
Group 1 (EMR) subjects were found to be more other- directed 
and task-oriented than Group 3 (NA) . Hypothesis three is 
rejected for Style H and accepted for Styles A, B, C, D, 
E, F, and G. 

Findings Related to H ypothesis Four 

H, : There will be no significant differences 

between the CASES Styles coefficients (totals) 
of Group 2 (LD) and Group 3 (NA) . 

Data analysis revealed no significant differences 

between the CASES Styles coefficients of Group 2 (LD) and 

Group 3 (NA) (Table 2) . Hypothesis four was accepted. 

Discussion 

There were statistically significant differences in 
the CASES Styles coefficients among the three groups, Group 1 
(EMR) , Group 2 (LD) , and Group 3 (NA) , as indicated in 
Table 1 and the discussion of findings for Hypothesis one. 
The other hypotheses and data analyses were intended to 
reveal the specific nature of those differences. Group 1 
(EMR) subjects were found to be less resistant and non- 
conforming than subjects in Group 2 (LD) and more other- 
directed and task-oriented than subjects in Group 2 (LD) and 
Group 3 (NA) . Group 2 (LD) subjects were not found to be 
significantly different from Group 3 (NA) subjects. 
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The basic purpose for which the Coping Analysis 
Schedule for Educational Settings (CASES) was developed 
was to identify students' primary coping or interaction 
styles, to establish behavioral goals to increase or 
decrease targeted styles and to design treatments or class- 
room intervention plans to reach behavioral goals. This 
investigation proposed that the Coping Analysis Schedule 
for Educational Settings (CASES) is appropriate and useful 
as a means of collecting observational data for ' diagnostic 
purposes, particularly in the identification of learning 
disabled students. The research hypothesis that learning 
disabled students would differ significantly from educable 
mentally retarded students and normal achieving students 
of the same sex and age was only partially supported. 
Differences (Styles B and H) were found between learning 
disabled students and educable mentally retarded students 
but no significant differences were found between learning 
disabled students and normal achieving students. 
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The assessment process conducted on students referred 
for evaluation should result in two outcomes: 1) a placement 
decision, and 2) in the case of a recommendation for special 
education placement, an individual educational plan (lEP) . 
Observational data on student behavior are required and are 
useful in achieving both of these outcomes. The research 
hypothesis that CASES could be used to distinguish LD student 
from normal achievers was not supported. However, the useful 
ness of CASES in diagnosis should not be totally discounted. 
Placement' is based upon a wide range of instruments in the 
areas of intelligence, achievement, and learning modalities, 
as well as health information. The observational data are 
reported in conjunction with other test data to present an 
overall picture of strengths and weaknesses upon which a 
decision is made. Although based solely upon CASES LD stu- 
dents could not be clearly distinguished from normal achiev- 
ers, the CASES instrument provides information relevant to 
the placement coimnittee and its task. The styles data, when 
reported with other assessment information, result in a more 
definitive description of the student because they add 
information collected in the group instructional setting. 
This is consistent with the purpose of the required observa- 
tion, which is to report student behavior and show its 
relationship to academic performance. Thus, the use of 
CASES to collect these data appears justified. 

A salient point should be made in relation to this 
study of the diagnostic use of CASES. It was assumed that 



the groups (EMR, LD, and Normal Achievers) were distinct, 
as reflected in their school placement. However, because 
of the lack of a clear operational definition for learning 
disabilities and the error inherent in the standardized 
instruments used, the population from which the LD sample 
was taken may not have been a distinct, homogenous group. 
That factor obviously could have contributed greatly to the 
failure of the research hypothesis. 

Based on the results of the analyses reported, this 
investigator concludes that the use of CASES as a means of 
collecting diagnostic observational data can provide pertinent 
information for use in placement of LD students and in the 
development of the lEP but cannot be used to distinguish 
learning disabled students from normal achievers in the 
placement process. 
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